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REMARKS 

In addition to the arguments previously presented, applicants provide the following 
explanations to assist the Examiner in distinguishing the claims from the cited reference: 

Minowa (RN-1 92941 -99-4P) discloses a 4-acetoxy-2,3-dimethyl-6-fluoroquinoline, 
which has a substitution of a fluorine atom onjy at 6-position, and not at 5- and/or 7- 
position, unlike the compounds of the instant invention. Minowa also does not describe a 
quinoline derivative prepared by substitution at any two of the 5-position to 7-position, 
which provides a compound, with a superior control effect against ectoparasite (see 
Inventors' declaration and experimental evidence, Exhibit 1). 

Therefore, Minowa (RN-1 92941 -99-4P) does not anticipate the claimed invention. 

Regarding Minowa (U.S. Patent No. 5,190,952), applicants indicate that: 

The control effect of the claimed quinoline derivatives against ectoparasite is 
significantly superior than that of the compounds of Minowa (see Inventors' declaration and 
experimental evidence, Exhibit 1). 

Therefore, Minowa does not anticipate the claimed invention. 

Applicants further note that the claimed quinoline derivatives have substitutions by 
halogens atoms or trifluoromethyl groups at any two of the 5-position to 7-position on the 
quinoline ring (see, for example, definitions of R 3 , X, and R 4 in claim 1). The claimed 
quinoline derivatives have excellent control effect against ectoparasites of mammals and 
birds. On the other hand, Minowa compounds are prepared by substitution of a fluorine 
atom or a chlorine atom at 6-position, and are not as effective as the compounds of the 
instant invention (see Inventors' declaration and experimental evidence, Exhibit 1). 
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Therefore, Minowa can not anticipate the compounds, compositions or the methods, 
as claimed. 

Withdrawal of the anticipation rejection is therefore solicited. 

Claim Rejection under USC § 103 

On pages 6-7 of the Office Action, the examiner has rejected claims 3, 8, and 12 as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Minowa (U.S. Patent No. 5,190,952) in view of "the 
generic teaching" of Minowa. 

Applicants respectfully disagree because the examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness. 

Applicants refer to the declaration and the experimental evidences, submitted 
herewith (see Exhibit 1), to show that instant compounds are unexpectedly and vastly 
superior in exterminating the ectoparasites. For example, compounds 2 and 19 can 
exterminate more than 97% of the ectoparasites verses Minowa compounds C3 to C5, 
which exterminate only 20% of the ectoparasites (see Exhibit 1 , Test 2). In another test 
(see Test 4 in Exhibit 1), Minowa compounds C1 to C3 completely failed to exterminate the 
ectoparasites. The comparative study clearly indicates that the control effect against 
ectoparasites of the instant compounds are significantly superior than that of the Minowa 
compounds (see Exhibit 1). Therefore, the substitutions at any two of the 5-position to 7- 
position on the quinoline ring provided unexpected results and superior compounds to 
control ectoparasites. 

Therefore, Minowa disclosure can not make the claimed invention obvious. 

Withdrawal of the obviousness rejection is respectfully requested. 
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REQUEST RELIEF 



Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1-4, 6, 8, and 12 are allowable, and 
respectfully request favorable consideration to that effect. The Examiner is invited to 
contact the undersigned at (202) 912-2000 should there be any questions. 



Heller Ehrman LLP 

1717 Rhode Island Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20036-3001 
Phone: (202)912-2000 
Fax: (202)912-2020 
Customer No. 26633 



Respectfully submitted, 



April 13. 2005 
Date 




